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Judgment as Covenant Review1
Roy Gane
Andrews University

Chapters seven and eight of the biblical book of Daniel chronicle what
could be called the battle of the little big horn. The horn, which represents a human power, is described as “little” because it originates “from (being) a little
one” (mis√s√e{ˆîraœh; Dan 8:9). But it grows to become greater than the powers
which precede it (Dan 7:20). After stunning expansion on the horizontal, earthly
plane, the big “little horn” dares to thrust vertically against heaven itself (Dan
8:9-12).2 But the upward-goring colossus of contumacy 3 is no match for “the
Most High,” who “is sovereign over the kingdom of mortals” (Dan 4:17; cf. vss.
25, 32; 5:21).4 The horn’s celestial aspirations are peremptorily perforated by a
heavenly judgment (Dan 7:9-14, 22, 26) and a restoration of God’s sanctuary
(Dan 8:14; cf. vs. 25), which condemn the horn and break its power.
The apocalyptic vision just described raises a number of important questions, such as the precise identification of the horn power and the relationship
between Daniel 7, where the horn arises from the head of a monster resembling
a Tyrannosaurus Rex (vss. 7-8), and Daniel 8, where the horn simply sprouts
from one of the four winds of heaven (vss. 8-9), i.e. from one of the four directions of the compass.5 But the question which I would like to explore here is
this: What is the nature of the event in which the little big horn unsuccessfully
makes its last stand? It is clear that the eschatological judgment in Daniel 7:9-14
and restoration of the sanctuary in 8:14 solve the problem of the horn. But what,
more precisely, is the relationship between the judgment and the sanctuary
restoration?
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Judgment and Sanctuary Restoration
The divine judgment in Daniel 7 and the restoration of the sanctuary in
Daniel 8 are functionally equivalent in that they both result in the horn’s condemnation and free God’s true people from its oppression. Thus the cleansing of
the sanctuary functions as a judgment.6
In Daniel 7, an awesome judgment results in the condemnation of the “little
horn” (vss. 11, 22, 26). But this final conclave also results in justice for the
“holy ones of the Most High,” and they receive “the kingship and dominion and
the greatness of the kingdoms under the whole heaven” (vs. 27). Thus the judgment is cosmic in scope and settles a dispute between the predatory horn and its
prey, the “holy ones” (see vs. 25) over the question of who should have the dominion. The judgment not only condemns the horn; it also delivers the true people of God from oppression.7
In Daniel 8, it is the restoration of the sanctuary in verse 14 which addresses
the problems caused by the “little horn.” These problems, described in verses
10-12 and summarized in verse 13, include the removal of regular worship (hattaœmˆîd), the setting up of the desolating sacrilege, damage to the sanctuary, and
the trampling of the “host of heaven,” i.e. persecution of God’s true people by
the horn power (cf. vs. 24). Just as the judgment in Daniel 7 involves two parties—the horn and the “holy ones”—so the restoration of the sanctuary in Daniel
8 solves a problem involving the same two parties, resulting in similar justice:
The horn is broken (vs. 25) and, by implication, God’s people are then freed
from its oppression.8
Sanctuary Restoration and the Day of Atonement
On the ancient Israelite Day of Atonement (Lev 16), as in Daniel 8:14, restoration of God’s sanctuary was connected with the condemnation of those who
were disloyal to God and the affirmation of those who were loyal. Thus it appears that the restoration of the sanctuary in Daniel 8 is the cosmic, eschatological equivalent of the ancient Israelite Day of Atonement.
Daniel 8:14 is cryptic: “Until two thousand three hundred days (lit. “evening-morning”);9 then the sanctuary shall be justified” (trans. R. Gane). When
the sanctuary is restored in the sense that it is “justified” (nis√daq), the “little
horn” is “broken, and not by human hands” (Dan 8:25). As mentioned above,
the demise of the horn benefits God’s people. What kind of restoration of a
sanctuary would have these kinds of effects?
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Most scholars interpret the restoration of the sanctuary in Daniel 8 as the
purification and rededication (Hanukkah) of the Jerusalem temple in the time of
the Seleucid king Antiochus IV Epiphanes (175-164 B.C.), who is described by
1 Maccabees 1-6 as desecrating the temple and persecuting the Jewish people. 10
But this view does not do justice to the magnitude of the solution provided by
the eschatological restoration of the sanctuary. In Daniel 8, this event not only
benefits the sanctuary as a comprehensive remedy to the diabolical depredations
of the “little horn”; it results in the downfall of the horn power itself. In the context of the Maccabean hypothesis, this would be roughly equivalent to the toppling of the Seleucid empire by means of the temple restoration which culminated with Hanukkah. The fact that this causal relation did not appear in the
Maccabean era supports Jesus’ view that the “desolating sacrilege” of the “little
horn” power was to be set up after his time (Matt 24:15; Mk 13:14; cf. Dan
8:11-13; 9:27; 11:31; 12:11).11
Psalm 79:1 suggests another kind of event which could necessitate the restoration of God’s sanctuary. This verse reads: “O God, the nations have come
into your inheritance; they have defiled your holy temple; they have laid Jerusalem in ruins.” Thus the destruction of Solomon’s temple by the Babylonians,
referred to by Ps 79:1, and the destruction of the Second Temple by the Romans
(A.D. 70) would have involved the defilement of these temples located in Jerusalem. In Daniel 8 the former event could not be in view because the “little
horn” was still in the future when Daniel saw the vision, and he had the vision
after the Babylonians had already destroyed Jerusalem. But the latter event occurred not only after the time of Daniel, but after Jesus’ life on earth (see
above). However, in Daniel 8 the restoration of the sanctuary results in the demise of the power which defiled it. The Roman empire is now long gone, and
the temple in Jerusalem has not been rebuilt. So it could hardly be said that the
restoration of that temple resulted in the decline and fall of the Roman empire.
We have eliminated some potential ancient fulfillments, thereby raising the
probability that Daniel 8:14 refers to God’s sanctuary in heaven (see Ps 11:4;
Heb 7-10), because no temple of God remains on earth. At this point we can ask
again: what kind of restoration of God’s sanctuary would condemn the wicked
and affirm the righteous? A viable answer is: a restoration like that which occurred on the ancient Israelite Day of Atonement. The rituals, which were
unique to this day (Lev 16), had three major effects:
1. The sanctuary was cleansed from the ritual impurities (pl. of t√um}aœh) and
sins of the Israelites (Lev 16:16, 19, 33). The sins belonged to two categories:
non-rebellious sins (pl. of h√at√t√aœt) had been left at the

183

JOURNAL OF THE ADVENTIST THEOLOGICAL SOCIETY
sanctuary when they were removed from repentant Israelites who brought sacrifices during the year (cf. e.g. Lev 4:26,31,35).12 Rebellious sins (pl. of pesûa {)
had reached the sanctuary automatically when the sins occurred (cf. Lev 20:3;
Num 19:13, 20).
2. Faithful Israelites who had brought sacrifices for sin during the year and
who obeyed God’s commands to practice self-denial and to abstain from work
on the Day of Atonement (Lev 16:29) received final cleansing (Lev 16:30) from
sins for which they had already gained forgiveness during the year (cf. Lev 4:26,
31, 35).13 The cleansing of the sanctuary cleansed them because their sins no
longer defiled the sanctuary 14 and their atonement, i.e. reconciliation to God,
was now complete.
3. Unfaithful Israelites who showed their disloyalty by disobeying God’s
commands to practice self-denial and to abstain from work on the great Day
were sentenced to divinely inflicted extirpation 15 and destruction, respectively
(Lev 23:29, 30). Persons who had failed to have the proper remedies for sins or
ritual impurities applied to them during the year or who had committed rebellious, “high-handed” sins for which no sacrificial atonement was available were
already condemned before the Day of Atonement (Lev 5:1; Lev 20:3; Num
15:30-31; 19:13, 20). Even though rebellious sins affected the sanctuary and had
to be removed from it, those who committed them received no benefit from this
cleansing. Leviticus 16:30 refers to Israelites receiving cleansing only from nonrebellious sins (pl. of h√at√t√aœt).
The rituals of the Day of Atonement which cleansed the sanctuary benefited the loyal people of God and condemned those who rebelled against him.
Thus it is clear that this was a judgment event, as recognized by rabbinic tradition.16 This event is paralleled by the eschatological restoration of the sanctuary
predicted in Daniel 8:14.17 The fact that the ancient Day of Atonement cleansing
was a judgment event correlates with the fact that the justification of the sanctuary in Daniel 8:14 functions as a judgment which parallels the judgment in Daniel 7.
The parallel between the ancient Day of Atonement and its end-time counterpart must be qualified. The yearly Day of Atonement brought reconciliation
between the Israelites and their deity to an awesome high, but the restoration of
the sanctuary in Daniel 8 is in another league. It is not simply a ceremonial day
officiated by an Israelite high priest; it is a one-time eschatological climax to a
cosmic struggle over lordship and worship.
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Sanctuary Defilements as Metaphors
Defilements which must be removed from a sanctuary are metaphors for responsibility which God assumes when he forgives guilty people, purifies those
who have been impure, and permits rebellious individuals to dwell among his
true people until they are judged.
The parallel shown above between the Daniel 8:14 restoration of the sanctuary and the Day of Atonement cleansing raises some potentially productive
questions which we will deal with in order:
1. Why does Daniel 8:14 refer to justifying (root s√dq) the sanctuary rather
than atoning (root kpr; Lev 16:16-18, 20, 27, 32-33) for it, i.e. purging it, or
cleansing (root t√hr; vs. 19; cf. vs. 30) it, as in Leviticus 16?
2. Why do sins of repentant people defile the sanctuary when they are forgiven?
3. Why do sins of rebellious individuals who belong to the nominal people
of God defile the sanctuary in a manner which short-circuits the sacrificial process set up by God?
The semantic range of the root s√dq, “justify,” which appears in the Niphal
verb in Daniel 8:14, overlaps with that of the root kpr, “atone” (Lev 16), as
shown by the synonymous parallelism in Daniel 9:24: “to make atonement (kpr)
for iniquity, to bring everlasting righteousness (s√dq).”18 A similar relationship
exists between s√dq and t√hr, as shown by Job 4:17, where the words from these
roots are functional equivalents in synonymous parallelism:
Can mortals be righteous (root s√dq) before God?
Can human beings be pure (root t√hr) before their Maker?

The question is: can a person be morally vindicated before God? Thus the
concepts of justness/righteousness and purity overlap 19 in the area of vindication, which is a legal concept.
Since the atonement/cleansing of the Israelite sanctuary removed abstract
evils rather than mere physical dirtiness, and since this cleansing functioned as a
kind of judgment (see above), “cleansing” in Leviticus 16 appears to be a metaphor for “vindication.” If so, Daniel 8:14 would simply refer to the same kind of
vindication in a more overtly legal way, using the verb s√dq, “justify.” This possibility is confirmed by the answer to our second question.
Confessed Sins Defiled. In Israel, sins of repentant people defiled the sanctuary when they were forgiven, and the sanctuary had to be cleansed from these
defilements on the Day of Atonement. What are these defilements, and why did
they have to be cleansed from the sanctuary? The key to unpacking the metaphors of defilement and
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cleansing is found by comparison with a narrative passage which employs another term for vindication: naœqˆî, which means “clean.”
In 2 Samuel 14, a wise woman of Tekoa appealed to David to save her son
from the capital punishment which he deserved for murdering his brother. When
David hesitated to overrule Israelite law administered by clan justice (2 Sam
14:7, 11; cf. Num 35:16-21), the woman offered: “The blame {aœwoœn)20 is on me,
my lord the king, and on my father’s house, but the king and his throne are
clean” (vs. 9; tran.. R. Gane). The woman understood that if David as judge
pardoned a murderer who was condemned by Israelite law to capital punishment (Exod 21:12; Lev 24:17; cf. Gen 9:6), he would take moral responsibility
upon himself.21 A judge is morally responsible to society and to God for his
judgments.22 But the woman offered to bear the blame so that the king and his
throne could be legally “clean” (naœqˆî), i.e. vindicated, free from blame with
regard to the case.23 The “throne” here refers to the authority and justice which
the king represented, the integrity of which was essential for holding the nation
together.24
Although the woman’s story was a juridical parable designed to influence
David’s treatment of Absalom (see 2 Sam 14:1-3), David thought he was judging a real case and his interaction with the woman reflects real-life dynamics of
justice and mercy.25 Now compare Daniel 8:14: “Unto two thousand three hundred days (lit. “evening-morning”), then shall the sanctuary be justified” (trans.
R. Gane). Since God’s throne is at his sanctuary (Jer 17:12), the sanctuary here
represents the equivalent of David’s “throne” in 2 Samuel 14:9: God’s authority
and justice.26 Just as David and his justice needed to be legally “clean” (naœqˆî; 2
Sam 14:9), so God’s justice, represented by his sanctuary, must be “justified”
(nit√daq; Dan 8:14). To reinforce the fact that the Hebrew roots used in 2 Samuel
14:9 and Daniel 8:14 are functionally synonymous in legal contexts, compare
Exod 23:7: “Keep far from a false charge, and do not kill the innocent (naœqˆî) and
those in the right (s√adˆîq),, for I will not acquit (}as√dˆîq) the guilty.”
So in Daniel 8:14, God’s justice must be justified. Justified from what? In 2
Samuel 14, forgiveness of a guilty person would have sullied David’s reputation
as a just and righteous judge if the woman had not taken the blame herself. Similarly, God and his sanctuary would need justification not only as a result of the
defaming depredations of the “little horn” (Dan 7-8),27 but also because God
forgives guilty people (cf. Exod 34:7), calls them “holy ones of the Most High,”
and gives them the dominion of this world (Dan 7:22,27). God has no woman of
Tekoa to take the blame. He must bear the blame for forgiveness himself.
Now we can begin to understand in what sense the sins of the Israelites defiled the ancient sanctuary when they were forgiven. It was
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a matter of theodicy. When a person sinned, he/she bore the blame himself/herself (Lev 5:1) until or unless he/she brought an offering to atone for that
sin, at which time the blame ({awoœn) was taken by God when he showed mercy
by granting forgiveness (Exod 34:7). To reinforce the idea that God takes blame
when he forgives, the Israelite priests as God’s agents had blame ({awoœn) transferred to them when they ate the meat of purification offerings which atoned for
the people (Lev 10:17). Since God took blame when he extended mercy, his
justice was called into question. This effect on God was represented as defilement.
Rebellious Sinners. In ancient Israel, there was another way in which
God’s justice could be called into question: If he allowed rebellious individuals
to go unpunished and continue to enjoy the blessings that came with belonging
to his chosen people.28 Thus the Psalmist was distressed by the unchecked prosperity of the wicked (Ps 73:2-9), whose ease contrasted with the difficulty which
he experienced even though he was innocent (vss. 12-14). The wicked, like the
Danielic “little horn,” “set their mouths against heaven, and their tongues range
over the earth” (vs. 9; cf. Dan 7:8, 11, 20, 25), raising the question: “How can
God know? Is there knowledge in the Most High?” (vs. 11). The Psalmist says
he struggled to understand “until I went into the sanctuary of God; then I perceived their end” (vs. 17). The sanctuary is the locus of theodicy.
The Day of Atonement dealt with the problem of doubt regarding God’s
justice by accomplishing two things:
1. It ensured that those who had already been forgiven were sincere in their
loyalty to God, as shown by their obedience in practicing self-denial and abstaining from work, thereby humbling themselves before God and putting aside
all other activities.
2. It sentenced those who were disloyal to divine punishment by which
they would be cut off from the Israelite community.
The Day of Atonement vindicated God’s justice, as represented by the
cleansing of the sanctuary, and ensured that the Israelite community would be
pure in that it would consist entirely of loyal Israelites. God’s character and the
moral state of his people in relation to himself were interdependent.29
Since Daniel 8:14 uses the term s√dq, “justify,” it keys in to the concept of
theodicy more transparently than does Leviticus, which employs ritual metaphorical expressions of defilement and cleansing. However, once the connection
between Daniel 8 and Leviticus is grasped, Leviticus provides rich detail regarding the function of divine mercy and justice within a covenant community.
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Judgment as Covenant Review
In Daniel 7-8 the “little horn” and the “holy ones” are judged on the basis of
their relationship with God. The issues involved in this judgment are clarified by
comparison with the Day of Atonement, during which the high priest approached the Shekinah enthroned over the ark of the covenant (Lev 16:12-16; cf.
Exod 25:22; 2 Ki 19:15). The Day of Atonement rituals played a vital role in
maintaining the covenant between God and the Israelites because it made possible God’s continued presence among them in his sanctuary despite their faultiness (see Lev 16:16). The importance of God’s presence for the covenant is indicated by Moses’ petition for restoration of that presence following the golden
calf episode (Exod 33:12-16). For Moses, full restoration of the covenant necessarily included the divine presence.
Leviticus does not say what would happen to the Israelites if the Day of
Atonement cleansing should be neglected. However, Ezekiel graphically depicts
YHWH’s withdrawal from his temple when the accumulated sins of the people
became too great (Ezek 9:3; 10:4, 18-19; 11:22-23).30 When the temple was
abandoned by God, it was soon destroyed, along with Jerusalem and the kingdom of Judah. The nation could not survive without God’s presence, and God’s
presence would not remain forever if the people failed to be separated from their
sins.
In light of the evidence presented thus far, it is clear that the Day of Atonement functioned as a judgment which reviewed and renewed the covenant relationship between God and the Israelites. This yearly covenant review was necessary for the divine-human relationship to continue.31
Cleansing the sanctuary on the Day of Atonement involved review of human works which indicated loyalty or disloyalty to God and to his law, which
governed covenant relationships with him. Similarly, human works are relevant
in the awesome judgment convened before the “Ancient of Days,” in which
books are opened (Dan 7:10). Since this investigation results in the horn’s condemnation (vss. 11, 22, 26), the scope of the investigation must include review
of the evil works of the horn. But because the result of the judgment affects two
parties—the horn and the holy ones—the possibility is raised that the investigation of the judgment could consider the works of the “holy ones” as well as the
works of the horn.32 It is true, of course, that condemnation of the horn resulting
from review of its works would benefit the oppressed “holy ones” even if their
works are not investigated. But the fact that the “holy ones” can be identified as
such and judged worthy to receive the dominion suggests that their works are
relevant in the judgment.
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What kind of works pertaining to the “holy ones” would be relevant in the
judgment? As we have seen, the Daniel 7 judgment parallels the Daniel 8 restoration of the sanctuary, which parallels the ancient Day of Atonement. On this
day, two kinds of works of the faithful were relevant:
1. Works of repentance through sacrifices which they had brought during
the year. Israelites who had not gained forgiveness through sacrifice during the
year remained culpable (see Lev 5:1) and could not receive cleansing on the Day
of Atonement.
2. Works of continuing loyalty by humbling themselves and keeping Sabbath on the Day of Atonement.
The question on the Day of Atonement was not whether the Israelites had
ever sinned. All have sinned (cf. Rom 3:23), and distinctions between people
cannot be made on this basis. The question was whether they had accepted the
provision for forgiveness which God offered them through sacrifice and whether
they continued to be rehabilitated in their loyalty to him.33
Pardon is a valuable gift, but without transformation of attitude and ongoing
reconciliation to God, as demonstrated by obedience to him, it is ultimately useless. This is illustrated by the tragic rebellion of Absalom after David freed him
from the threat of punishment in response to the appeal of the woman of Tekoa.
Solomon seems to have learned from his father’s experience with Absalom.
When Solomon became king after his brother Adonijah had attempted to take
the throne, Adonijah begged for mercy (1 Ki 1:51). Solomon sent a message in
reply: “If he proves to be a worthy man, not one of his hairs shall fall to the
ground; but if wickedness is found in him, he shall die” (vs. 52). Thus, Solomon
granted mercy, but in order to maintain his forgiven state, Adonijah had to continue the attitude of submission in which he was forgiven. When he failed in this
regard, Solomon ordered his immediate execution (vss. 23-25). So Adonijah lost
his pardon by breaking its condition. Shimei, who had cursed David (2 Sam
16:5-13), met a similar fate when he broke the condition which Solomon laid on
him (1 Kgs 2:36-46; cf. vss. 8-9).
Forgiveness Involves Moral Change. The New Testament refers to the
need for change following forgiveness. Jesus said to the woman taken in adultery: “Neither do I condemn you. Go your way, and from now on do not sin
again” (Jn 8:11). He also told a parable about an unjust steward who was forgiven but repudiated his pardon when he failed to extend forgiveness to his fellow servant (Matt 18:23-34). According to Jesus, forgiveness which involves no
moral change and which cannot reproduce itself for the benefit of others is not
true forgiveness of the kind which God gives.
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According to the New Testament, human beings are not left on their own to
change themselves. Because Christ gives peace with God (Rom 5:1), his love,
the basic attitude of his law, is poured into human hearts through his Spirit (Rom
5:5; cf. Matt 22:36-40). Thus on-going obedience is regarded as a gift of grace
bought by the blood of Christ and received through faith. Salvation is by grace
through faith (Eph 2:8). The relevance of works in judgment (cf. Eccl 12:14)
does not contradict this, because true faith necessarily produces good works
(James 2:26; Gal 5:6). Thus, works demonstrate the genuineness of faith.
For those who are forgiven and remain reconciled, judgment reaffirms assurance; it does not take it away. On the Day of Atonement the Israelite high
priest did not cleanse the sanctuary by wiping off bloodstains from earlier sacrifices; rather, he placed more blood (Lev 16:14-19) in several of the same places
(cf. Lev 4:6-7, 17-18, 25, 30, 34), reaffirming the forgiveness already granted
through blood.
The “Little Horn.” The idea that the Day of Atonement judged the covenant community (see Lev 16:16, 19) raises a question: If the eschatological
judgment portrayed in Daniel 7 and 8 functions like the Day of Atonement, how
does the “little horn” come under the scope of such a covenant review?
It is possible that the “little horn” is an apostate power which would once
have been faithful to God but subsequently fell away, just as individuals who
belonged to the Israelite community but rebelled were judged and condemned
(see above). Alternatively, the horn could come under the umbrella of the covenant simply because it makes a hypocritical profession of faith.34 Such a conclusion could be reached through identification of the entity to which the horn
symbol refers. But even without such identification there is enough evidence in
Daniel 7-8 to show that the horn is involved in matters pertaining to God’s covenant.
The horn appears as an intruder who attempts a corporate takeover of the
covenant and the blessings that go with it. In Daniel 7:26-27, judgment by the
heavenly court results in the dominion of the horn being taken away from it and
given to the “holy ones of the Most High.” It is clear that God gives them the
dominion because they are his people. “The meek shall inherit the earth” (Matt
5:5; cf. Ps 37:11) for the same reason that Canaan was promised to Abraham:
because they have a covenant relationship with him. The fact that the “little
horn” tries to take the dominion of this earth indicates that it attempts to usurp
the covenant blessings.
Although the horn uses coercive force against the “holy ones” (Dan 7:25;
8:24), it is not simply another wicked political/military power like
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the previous human powers depicted in Daniel 7 and 8. Its ambitions transcend
the sphere of secular politics, as shown by Daniel 7:25, where the horn “shall
attempt to change the sacred seasons and the law (zimnˆîn wedaœt),” i.e. God’s
covenant law and worship. In Daniel 8:11-13, the horn takes away “the regularity” (hattaœmˆîd), i.e. regular worship of God by those who are in a covenant relationship with him, and sets up in its place a “desolating sacrilege.” Thus the horn
attempts to replace God’s covenant system of worship with an alternative.
That the activity of the “little horn” would affect God’s sanctuary and
thereby bring it within the scope of the eschatological judgment is indicated by
comparison with Leviticus 20:1-3, in which the ancient Israelite sanctuary was
defiled when an Israelite or a resident alien who came to dwell within the borders of the land of Israel participated in the foreign cult of Molech worship in
place of legitimate worship of YHWH. Defilement of the sanctuary was more
severe, of course, if foreign cult objects interfering with true worship were introduced into the sanctuary itself, as occurred in the times of King Manasseh (2
Ki 21:7) and Ezekiel (Ezek 8). Similarly, the divine sanctuary mentioned in
Daniel 8:14 would be defiled when the “little horn” interfered with the covenant
by causing people to participate in worship involving the “desolating sacrilege”
instead of the regular worship of YHWH (vss. 11-13).
In Daniel 8:12, 13, the attack on God’s antitypical worship system by the
“little horn” power is called pesûa{, “transgression,” the same term for rebellious
sin which appears in the context of the Day of Atonement (Lev 16:16, 21). The
“little horn” is particularly guilty because it does not merely disregard part of
God’s sacrificial system (cf. Num 19:13, 20) and participate in an alternate system (cf. Lev 20:3); it removes part of God’s system, i.e. the “regularity” (socalled “daily”), and sets up an alternate system (Dan 8:11-13; 11:31; 12:11).
Thus the horn would come under the jurisdiction of a court which reviews covenant status.
Conclusion
It can be concluded that the judgment of Daniel 7 and the cleansing of the
sanctuary in Daniel 8 represent complementary aspects of the same event, in
which God will make a final review of his covenant connection with human
beings, reaffirming his true followers and rejecting an oppressive usurper. This
event is the cosmic, eschatological equivalent of the ancient Day of Atonement,
which not only condemned rebellious individuals, but reaffirmed the forgiveness
of those who had shown their repentance through sacrifice. In the end-time
judgment, as

191

JOURNAL OF THE ADVENTIST THEOLOGICAL SOCIETY
on the Day of Atonement, God is shown to be just even when he grants mercy to
those whom he forgives.
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